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Docket No. PS-122-Notice 1 - NOPR

Dear Mr, De Leon:

Wi 11iams Natural Gas Company (WNG) comments are offered in support of our
rationale to establish a clear definition for gathering 1ines. Four direct

%u??tions addressed in the proposed NOPR and our corresponding comments
ollow:

(1) Question

Is the term "adjacent" adequate criteria to uwc in identifying the snd
of the gatharing Tine for adjacent fialds?

Answer
Yas
(2) Question

How many additional miles would be reclassified as transmission under
the proposed NOPR?

Answer
Approximataly 270 milas
(3) Question

What are the estimated costs associated with the reclassification in
order to continue operating the pipelines as usual.

Answer

Approximately $156 mi11 ion excluding additional O&M costs
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(4) Question

Have any of these pipelines been the subject of dispute between WNG
and the State or Federal enforcement personnel?

Answer

DOT State enforcement personnel questioned WNG about the possible
raclassification of one pipeline system used to transport gas from a
receipt point, This pipeline was recently reclassified as transmission
in WNG's FERC rate proceedings.

Two additional comments regarding the jurisdictional issue and the need for
a clear definition of a "processing plant” follows.

Jurisdictional [ssue

WNG continues to support the elimination of any reference in theé proposed
NOPR to "Jurisdiction" or "Non~Jurisdictional® terms. Paragraph 4(1ii) of
the subject NOPR is an effart to match DOT's facility classification to FERC'S
facility classification. The purposes of FERC's Tacility classification
(certificate jurisdiction) has n@ bearing or relationship to the purposes
of DOT's facility classification (safety jurisdiction). WNG recommends that

zar? ?%ph“ 4(iii) be modified to state "In any interstate transmission
aciiity,

Processing Plant

A clear definition needs to be added to the proposed NOPR that addresses
"Processing Plants." Processing as a general term can include the removal
of water vapor. COz. HES, heavy hydrocarbons or other impurities in the
natural gas stream, The natural gas process residue stream should be
considered pipeline quality if all impurities are removed at a central
processing location. Definitions for processing plants and treating plants
should be integrated for reclassification purposes because the residue natural

gas stream should generally be pipeline quality gas ready for direct customer
consumption.

We bel ieve WNG's suggested comments are consistent with prior correspondence
on this matter. Should you need additional comments ,0r other information
regarding the proposed gathering definition, please call Ray Rice, Director
of Engineering, at 918.588-3896 ormyoffice at 918-588-3800.

Sinceraly,



